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Dear Mr. Woody: E. Jordan C. Miles, OPA

L. Tremper, LFMB Gray File
The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No.l22 to Facility
Operating License No. DPR-31 for the Turkey Point Plant, Unit No. 3.
The amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications in
response to your application transmitted by Tetter dated February 4, 1987.

The amendment extends the surveillance testinag requirements of Technical
Specifications 4.7.1.1 and 4.7.1.2.2 relating to the Emergency Containment
Filter System to allow the tests to be performed during the Unit 3 refueling
outage for Cycle 11.

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation is enclosed. A Notice of
Issuance will be included in the Commission's next regular bi-weekly
Federal Register notice.

Sincerely,
/s/

Daniel G. McDonald Jr., Project Manager
PWR Project Directorate #2

Division of PWR Licensing-A

0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No.l22 to DPR-31
2. Safety Evaluation

cc: w/enclosures
See next page
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Docket No. 50-250

Mr. C. 0. Woody, Group Vice President
Nuclear Energy Department

Florida Power and Light

Post 0ffice Box 14000

Juno Beach, Florida 33408

Dear Mr. Woody:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. to Facility
Operating License No. DPR-31 for the Turkey Point Plant, Unit No. 3.

The amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications in
response to your application transmitted by letter dated February 4, 1987.

The amendment extends the surveillance testing requirements of Technical
Specifications 4.7.1.1 and 4.7.1.2.a relating to the Emergency Containment
Filter System to allow the tests to be performed during the Unit 3 refueling
outage for Cycle 11.

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation is enclosed. A Notice of
Issuance will be included in the Commission's next reqular bi-weekly
Federal Register notice.

Sincerely,

Daniel G. McDonald Jr., Project Manager
PWR Project Directorate #7

Division of PWR Licensing-A

O0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Requlation

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No. to DPR-31
2. Safety Evaluation

cc: w/enclosures
See next page
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Mr. C. 0. Woody
Florida Power and Light Company

cc:
Harold F. Reis, Esquire
Newman and Holtzinger, P.C.
1615 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Mr. Jack Shreve

Office of the Public Counsel
Room 4, Holland Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32304

Norman A. Coll, Esquire

Steel, Hector and Davis

4000 Southeast Financial
Center

Miami, Florida 33131-2398

Mr. C. M. Wethy, Vice President
Turkev Point Nuclear Plant
Florida Power and Light Company
P.0. Box 029100

Miami, Florida 33102

Mr. M. R, Stierheim

County Manager of Metropolitan
Dade County

Miami, Florida 33130

Resident Inspector
U.S. Nuclear Regulatorv Commission

Turkey Point Nuclear Generating Station

Post Office Box 57-1185
Miami, Florida 33257-1185

Mr. Allan Schubert, Manager
Office of Radiation Control
Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services
1317 Winewood Blvd.
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Intergovernmental Coordination
and Review

Office of Planning & Budget

Executive Office of the Governor

The Capitol Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Turkey Point Plant

Administrator

Department of Environmental
Regulation

Power Plant Siting Section

State of Florida

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Regional Administrator, Region II
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Suite 2900

101 Marietta Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Martin H. Hodder, Esquire
1131 NE, 86th Street
Miami, Florida 33138

Joette Lorion
7269 SW, 54 Avenue

. Miami, Florida 33143

Mr. Chris J. Baker, Plant Manager
Turkey Point Nuclear Plant
Florida Power and Light Company
P.0. Box 029100

Mjami, Florida 33107

Attorney General

Department of Legal Affairs
The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32304



UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

DOCKET MO, 50-250

TURKEY POINT PLANT, UNIT NO. 3

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 122
License No. DNPR-31

1. The Nuclear Requlatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment bv Florida Power and Light Company
(the Yicensee) dated February 4, 1987, complies with the standards
and requirements of the Atomic Enerqy Act of 1954, as amended (the
Act) and the Commission's rules and regulations set forth in 10 CFP
Chapter I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (i) that such activities will be
conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public;
and

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part
51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements
have been satisfied.

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license
amendment, and paragraph 3.BR of Facility Operating License
No. DPR-31 is hereby amended to read as follows:
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(B) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices
A and B, as revised throuch Amendment No. 122, are
herebv incorporated in the license. The Ticense shall

operate the facility in accordance with the Technical
Specifications.

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

!} E ‘[\g t (f!’ oy
Lester S, Rubenstein, Director
PWR Proiect Directorate #2

Division of PWR Licensing-A
Office of Nuclear Reactor Pegulation

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Pate of Issuance: February 12, 1987



ATTACHMENT TO LTCENSE AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 122 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-31

DOCKET NO, 50-250

Revise Appendix A as follows:

Remove Paages Insert Pages

4.7.1 4.7.1
4.7.2 4.7.2



EMERGENCY CONTAINMENT FILTER SYSTEM, POST ACCIDENT CONTAINMENT VENT
SYSTEM, AND CONTROL ROOM VENTILATION SYSTcM.

Applicability: Applies to the Emergency Containment Filter System,

the Post Accident Containment Vent SyStem, ang tne
Control Room Vantilation System,

Cbiectives: To verify that these Systems and their components

will be able to perform their design tunctions,

In the event that painting, rire, of chemicai release
occurs such that tne filters are exposed to the
effluents of these events, the System will De Lestag to
verify its performance or design rteatures.

Soecification: 1. EMERGENCY CONTAINMENT FILTER SYSTEM

1. QOperating Tests

System tests shall be performed once per
operating cycle or once per 14 months¥ wnichever
comes rirst. The tests snall consist of
pressure drop and tlow measurements across all
filter banks in the plenum. Less than 6" of
water pressure drop at design tlow (37,500 ¢tm »
10%) across the combined HEPA filter and -
charcoal adsorbers shaill constitute acceptapie
performance. Visual inspection snall incluge
search for any toreign matarial ang gasket
deterioration of the HEPA filters ang cnarcoai
adsorders.

* The surveillence period may be extendea for Unit 3
until the refueling outage for Cycle 1l.

4.1-1 Amendment No. 122



Once per gperating cycle, each unit ot tne
Eineryency Containment Filtering System suail pe
teSted TO gemonstrate automactic 1nitidtion upon
receipt of a Safety lnjection signal., Eacn wiit
of tne Emergency Containmnent Filtering System
shall be operated monthly for at ledst LS
minutes On a staggered 0asis tu dumonstrate
operadbility.

2. Pertormance Tasts

b.

A visual inspection snall be made Detore each
ine-place air rlow distrioution test, DUP test or
halogenated leak test. At ledst once per 13
months®or after every 720 nours of system
operation, in-place DOP ana nalogenateaq
hydrocardun tests ot desiyn rlow (37,500 ¢tm +
10%) and cardon analysis tor each Emergency
Containment Filter Dienum shall be performed.

[n agagitiun, caroon analysis ana in-place QUP,
and halogenated hydrocarbon tests at design Tlow
(37,500 cfm » 10%) shall ve performed after (1)
any structural mdintenance on System housings,
wnich might nave aftected rilter bdank
efficiency, (2) arter complete or partial
replacement of a riiter dank, or (3) arter
operatiunal exposure of the tiiters to <ffluents
fran painting, tire, or chenical release.
Removal of > 99% D0P and > 99% nalogenated
hydrocarpon shall constityte acceptadie
performance. Fans snall operate at desiyn flow
(37,500 ¢tm + lu%). The charcoal surveillance
specimen trom one Of the eMergencCy contalnnent
filters snall snow > Y4.9% ranoval erficiency
for elemental iodine. Samples will De taken in
accordance with position C.6.b ot Regulatory
Guide 1.52. Carbun analysis wiil be perturmed
in accorgance witn ANSI NS1U-1975. Analysis
shall verify tne apove removal efricency ror
elemental iogine within 45 days after ranoval of
the sample, Failing tnis, the charcoal snail de
replaced with charcual which meets Or exceeds
the criteria of position C.6.4 of Regulatory
Guide 1.52 (Revision 2).

An air distribution test shall pe pertformead ot
gasign tlow (37,500 cfm + 10%) at least once
artar maintenance afrecting rflow gistridbuticn.

Flow rate snouid ve verified toilowing
maintenance to HEPA or charcoal nousing, or
following paintiny or cnemical reiedse 1n ils
ventilation zone wnile the systam 1S Operating,
or unce e¢ach 13 months.

* The surveillence period may be extended for Unit 3
until the refueling outage for Cycle 11.

4.7-2 Amendment No, 122



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION RY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 122 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE N0, DPR-31

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

TURKEY POINT PLANT, UNIT NO. 3

DOCKET NC. 50-250

I.  INTRODUCTION

By letter dated February 4, 1987, Florida Power and Liaht Companv (the licensee)
requested that Appendix A of Facility Operating License DPR-31 for the Turkev
Point Plant Unit 3 be amended on an emergency basis. The request is for a
one-time extensijon of the existing surveillance requirements of Technical
Specifications (TS) 4.7.1.1 and 4.7.1.2.a which will allow the required
surveillances to be performed during the upcomino refueling outage for Unit 3,
Cvcle 11. The extension will be for approximately 30 days beyond the normal
surveillance requirement including its grace period.

IT. EVALUATION

The Emergency Containment Filtering System consists of three filter units

each containing a moisture separator, high efficiency particulate air filter
bank and an impreanated charcoal filter bank, motors, fan, instrumentation

and controls. The requested one-time extension of approximately 30 days is

for the tests related to the filter portion of the system. The system is

tested on a periodic basis to assure system operation of the active system
components (i.e., motors, fans, instruments and controls) and to verify automatic
initiation.

The requested extension of the required surveillance tests for the filter

portion of the system include in-place diocrylphthalate (DOP) and freon tests of
the high efficiency particulate absorber (HEPA) filters and charcoal absorbers
respectively, laboratory tests of the charcoal absorber material, visual
inspection of the filter system, verification of system flow rate and measurement
of differential pressure across the HEPA filter and charcoal absorber. The
current 18 month surveillance interval, with the interval adjustment allowed by
TS 4.0.1, would recuire performance of the filter tests prior to the next refueling
outage for Unit 3 (Cycle 11) which is scheduled to beain on March 15, 1987,

The TS would require the unit to shut down if the surveillance tests were not
performed by February 18, 1987,

The licensee has proposed delaying the surveillance tests because performance
of the tests with the units operating would subiect testing personnel to
potentially significant neutron doses. The justification proposed for delavina
the performance of the tests is based partly upon the fact that results of

| 8702270437 870212
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the previous laboratory tests of charcoal samples from the three containment
filter units showed absorber efficiency for elemental radiciodine which ranged
from 99.996 to 99.992%. The TS acceptance criteria is 99.9%. The licensee
also stated that reanalysis of the Turkev Point LOCA dose shows that reduction
in the absorber efficiencv or even their total removal would not result in the
off-site dose exceeding 10 CFR Part 100,

We would like to note, based on discussions with the licensee, that the charcoal
in the containment filter system has not been replaced for a considerable time.
The licensee further indicated that charcoal samples from the three filter

units could be obtained with a total exposure of approximately 200 millirem to
plant personnel and sent to a laboratory for testina. The test results would

be available in 5 to 7 days if performed on an expedited basis. If it were

not for the fact that the request for the suspension of this TS is very short
term in nature, a laboratory test of the charcoal would be required. However,

we have determined that such tests are not necessary for the this short extension.

ITT. SAFETY SUMMARY

Rased upon the above considerations, the staff believes that is is acceptable

to modify the present operating license for Turkey Point to suspend the
surveillance requirements for the emergency containment filter system since the
extension will be for less than 30 days, the past history of the charcoal has
shown a capability to meet its performance criteria in the TS, and the probability
of an accident occurring during this short period is Tow.

IV. FINDING ON EXISTENCE OF EMERGENCY SITUATION

10 CFR 50.91(a)(5) provides the necessary requirements for issuing an amendment
when the Commission finds that an emergency situation exists and failure to

act in a timely way would result in derating or shutdown of a nuclear plant.
The Commission expects its licensees to: apply for license amendments in a
timely fashion; not abuse the emergency provisions by failing to make a timelyv
application for the amendment and thus itself creating the emergency; provide
an explanation as to why the emergency situation occurred; and whv it could net
have been avoided.

As previously indicated, the request is for a one-time extension of the
surveillance tests on the emergency containment filter system. The normal
surveillance requirements are for an 18 month interval with a *25% arace period
to accommodate normal test schedules which, in this situation, would cover the
normal variances in refueling outages (FPL is on an 18 month fuel cycle).

The recuired tests were performed during the last refueling outage (Cycle 10}
on April 4 and 5, 1985, The outage was an extended outage which lasted until
mid-July of 1985. In addition, there were several unplanned outages during

the cycle resulting in an extension to March 15, 1987, which is the projected
end of Cvcle 10. The surveillance requirements, including the grace period,
will expire on Februarv 18, 1987, which is 25 days prior to the end of Cvcle 10,
thus requiring the unit to be shut down.

The licensee explained the circumstances which led to the request for the
amendment on an emergency basis. Cycle 10 was extended due to the delays



in the initial restart and subsequent unplanned outages. The licensee indicated
that action should have been taken bv them in a timely manner to request the
amendment. They further indicated that the need for extension of the surveillance
requirements was internally identified, however the amendment request was not
submitted due to an oversight. This oversiaht is partially attributed to the
abnormally high workload in the group responsible to take the action. The
licensee indicated that the amendment request was not delayed in order to

create the emergencyv or to take advantage of the emergency procedure.

It is evident that the amendment request should have been submitted earlier
and the normal process for issuance of amendment requests used. However,

as the licensee has stated, this procedure would have been followed but was
overlooked due to human error. It is the staff's opinion that the licensee has
acted in good faith in that there was not a conscious effort on the licensee's
part to create the emergency or to take advantage of the emergency procedure
due to the nature of the amendment request. The impact on the operation of the
unit and on the licensee's staff would have been less if the request had been
done earlier using the normal process. The plant would have been well within
its surveillance interval and unaffected by the time reauired to notice and
process an amendment. The licensee's staff would not have had to provide the
technical basis and justification within the time constraints of an emergency
situation.

Corrective actions have been initiated to preclude reoccurrence of this tvpe

of emergency situation. Administrative procedures 0190.16 and 0-0SP-200.1

will be modified as necessary to assure that the Quality Control Department,
which is responsible for monitoring surveillance schedules, will notify the
appropriate departments. The departments will then perform the surveillance or
have sufficient time to request a timely extension via the normal amendment
process.

Based on the above, the Commission has determined that the licensee has not
abused the emergency provisions of 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5); failure for the
Commission to act on the licensee's request would result in a unit shutdown
and; therefore, the request should be processed under the emergency provisions
of 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5),

V.  FINAL NN SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

The proposed changes to the Turkey Point Unit 3 Technical Specifications are:

Section 4.7.1.1 - The 18 month surveillance requirement has been modified
by a footnote indicating the period may be extended for Unit 3 until the
refueling outage for Cycle 11.

Section 4.7.1.2.a - The same changes as described above.

These changes are to extend the required surveillance interval for the Emergency
Containment Filter System as detailed in the evaluation portion of this Safety
Evaluation (SE). The purpose of surveillance tests are to provide reasonable
assurance that a svstem or component will be available and capable of performing
its safety function when required. The purpose of the Emergency Containment .
Filter System is to reduce the iodine concentration in the containment atmosphere



following a Design Rasis Accident to levels ensurinc that the off-site doses

will not exceed the guidelines of 10 CFR 100 at the site boundary. This safety
function will be considered in determining if a significant hazards consideration
exists.

The Commission has provided standards for determining whether a siagnificant
hazards consideration exists (10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed amendment to an
operating license for a facility involves no significant hazards consideration
if operation of the facility in accordance with the proposed amendment would
not: (1) involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

or an accident previously evaluated; or (?) create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from an accident previouslv evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The following evaluation in relation to the three standards demonstrates that
the proposed amendment in support of extending the surveillance testing
requirements for the Emergency Containment Filter Svstem does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

First Standard - Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment to extend the surveillance interval for testing the
Emergency Containment Filter Svstem has no impact on the probability of a
previously evaluated accident based on its safetv function discussed ahove.
Since the reouired testing is to assure the svstem availability and capability,
an extension of the required testing interval could affect the consequences

of previously evaluated accidents in relation to off-site doses at the site
boundarv. However, as detailed in the evaluation portion of this SE, the
previous laboratory tests of the charcoal performed during the last refueling
outage have shown absorbing efficiencv in the ranges of 99,.996% to 99,999%,

The licensee has indicated that the same charcoal has been used for at least

the last eight years and all of the periodic tests (18 month intervals) have
indicated that the charcoal absorber efficiencv exceeded the 99.9% acceptance
criteria of the TS. The system has not been operated in anv manor different
from previous operation which would affect the charcoal absorber efficiency.

The system is periodically tested to assure system operation; automatic initiation
is verified; and the licensee has a radiological analvsis report which indicates
the off-site dose would not exceed 10 CFR 100 assuming total loss of the
filters. In addition, the proposed amendment involves no design changes or
changes in the manner that the plant is currently beina operated. Thus, we
conclude that the change does not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of previously evaluated accidents.

Second Standard - Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from an accident previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident since there is no design change involved and the manner of
plant operation remains unchanaged.



Third Standard - Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safetv.

The proposed deferral of the surveillance testing of the filters would not
significantly increase the risk of unavailability of the system based on the
details in the evaluation portion of this SE as summarized above. In addition,
the proposed amendment involves no design changes or changes in the manner that
the plant is currently being operated.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission has concluded that the standards of
10 CFR 50,92 are satisfied. Therefore, the Commission has made a final
determination that the proposed amendment does not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

This amendment involves a change in the installation or use of a facility
component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20.
The staff has determined that the amendment involves no significant increase
in the amounts, and no significant change in the types, of any effluents
that may be released offsite, and that there is no significant increase in
individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has
previously issued a proposed finding that this amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration and there has been no public comment on
such finding. Accordingly, this amendment meets the eli?ibi11ty criteria
for catecorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to

10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of this
amendment.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have concluded on the considerations discussed above, that: (1) these
amendments will not (a) significantly increase the probability or

consequences of acciderts previously evaluated, (b) create the possibility

of a new or different accident from any previously evaluated or (c) significantly
reduce a margin of safety and, therefore, the amendments do not involve
significant hazards considerations; (2) there is reasonable assurance that the
health and safety of the public will not be endangered by operation in the
proposed manner, and (3) such activities will be conducted in compliance with
the Commission's requlations and the issuance of these amendments will not be
igimicg}ito the common defense and security or to the health and safety of

the public.

Dated: February 12, 1987

Principal Contributors:

J. Hays
D. McDonald



